REMARKS 



Claims 1, 9-12 and 20-37 are pending in the present application. 

Section 103(a) Rejections : 

Claims 1, 9, 12, 20, and 23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson (U.S. Patent No. 5,129,067) (hereinafter "Johnson") in view of 
Black et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2004/0064679) (hereinafter "Black"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Applicant's claim 1 recites a microprocessor comprising in pertinent part 

"a plurality of functional units, wherein said plurality of functional units is 
configured to collectively operate on a maximum number of 
operands in a given execution cycle , wherein said plurality of 
functional units is grouped into a plurality of distinct issue slots, 
and wherein each of said plurality of issue slots includes at least 
two functional units of different types ;. . . 
an arbitration logic coupled to allocate said read ports of said register file 
for use by selected functional units during said given execution 
cycl e, wherein said arbitration logic is configured to allocate 
portions of said read ports to functional units included in each of 
said plurality of issue slots, and wherein said portions are 
respectively associated with said issue slots ." 

The Examiner acknowledges Johnson does not teach " wherein said plurality of 
functional units is grouped into a plurality of distinct issue slots, and wherein each of 
said plurality of issue slots includes at least two functional units of different types " or 
"wherein said arbitration logic is configured to allocate portions of said read ports to 
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functional units included in each of said plurality of issue slots, and wherein said 
portions are respectively associated with said issue slots ." 



However, the Examiner asserts that Black teaches these limitations. Specifically, 
the Examiner asserts "Black discloses a plurality of functional units being grouped into a 
plurality of distinct issue slots (paragraph 34)." Applicant respectfully disagrees with the 
Examiner's assertion and the Examiner's application of Black to Applicant's claims. 



More particularly, Black discloses at paragraph [0034] 

"FIG. 8 illustrates one embodiment of the invention. The embodiment of 
the invention illustrated in FIG. 8 comprises distributed slow 801 and fast 
805 windows, each corresponding to a different execution cluster 810 . The 
distributed slow and fast windows allow latency-tolerant and latency- 
intolerant respectively, instructions to be scheduled and executed 
according to their latency characteristics rather than scheduling all of the 
latency-tolerant and latency-intolerant instructions for execution by one 
slow execution cluster and by one fast execution cluster, respectively ." 
(Emphasis added) 

Black also discloses in paragraph [0021] 

"Furthermore, the execution unit may be part of an execution cluster in 
order to process instructions of a similar type or similar attributes, such as 
latency-tolerance . In other embodiments, the execution unit may be a 
single execution unit." (Emphasis added) 

From the foregoing, Applicant submits Black does not disclose any aspect of 
grouping functional units into issue slots, where each issue slot includes different types of 
functional units, and performing port allocation on the basis of those issue slots. Instead, 
Black discloses slow and fast windows may be used for scheduling latency tolerant and 
latency-intolerant instructions to certain execution clusters. Nothing about Black's 
technique suggests any aspect of grouping dissimilar functional units into multiple 
distinct issue slots and allocating portions of read ports in association with those issue 
slots. To the contrary, Black suggests a cluster may process instructions of similar type 
or attributes. In fact, Black never mentions the phrase issue slot. 
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Accordingly, Applicant submits Black does not teach or suggest "wherein said 
plurality of functional units is grouped into a plurality of distinct issue slots , and wherein 
each of said plurality of issue slots includes at least two functional units of different 
types " or "wherein said arbitration logic is configured to allocate portions of said read 
ports to functional units included in each of said plurality of issue slots, and wherein 
said portions are respectively associated with said issue slots ," as recited in Applicant's 
claim 1. 

Thus, Applicant submits claim 1, along with its dependent claims, patentably 
distinguishes over Johnson in view of Black for the reasons given above. 

Applicant's independent claims 12 and 23 recite features that are similar to the 
features recited in Applicant's claim 1. Thus, Applicant submits claims 12 and 23, along 
with their respective dependent claims patentably distinguish over Johnson in view of 
Black for at least the reasons given above. 

Claims 10-1 1 and 21-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Johnson in view of prior art. Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection and submits that the pending dependent claims are distinguishable for at least 
the reasons given above with respect to the independent claims. 

Claims 24-37 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Johnson in view of Black. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection and submits that 
the pending dependent claims are distinguishable for at least the reasons given above 
with respect to the independent claims. 

Additionally, Applicant notes that for numerous ones of the rejected claims, the 
Examiner has acknowledged that Johnson fails to disclose the limitations of the claim, 
but has asserted that the limitations are "well-known in the art." Applicant traverses each 
such statement made by the Examiner. Applicant notes that the claimed limitations are 
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directed to the invention as a whole and assert that applying the above-mentioned 
limitations to the claimed invention as a whole is not well known. Merely stating that 
individual aspects of a claimed invention are well known does not render the combination 
well known without some objective reason to combine the individual teachings. Ex parte 
Levengood, 28 USPQ2d 1300. 

As the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit explained in In re Sang Su Lee, 
Docket No. 00-1 158 (Fed. Cir. January 18, 2002), conclusory statements such as those 
provided by the Examiner that a claim limitation is well known or common knowledge 
do not fulfill the Examiner's obligation. "Deficiencies of the cited references cannot be 
remedied by the [Examiner's] general conclusions about what is 'basic knowledge' or 
'common sense.'" In re Zurko, 59 USPQ2d 1693, 1697 (Fed. Cir. 2001). "Common 
knowledge and common sense ... do not substitute for authority." In re Sang Su Lee. 
Common knowledge "does not in and of itself make it so" absent evidence of such 
knowledge. Smiths Industries Medical Systems, Inc. v. Vital Signs, Inc., 51 USPQ2d 
1415, 1421 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Applicant therefore respectfully requests the Examiner to 
provide either references that teach the claimed limitations of Applicants' application or 
an affidavit attesting to the Examiner's personal knowledge of same. 

Applicant requested the same in the previous response dated May 8, 2006. The 
Examiner has continued to use this type of rejection rationale. Applicant notes that the 
use of terms like "extremely well-known in the art," although emphatic, do not relieve the 
Examiner of his obligation of either providing an affidavit or specific references. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicant submits the application is in condition for allowance, and an early 
notice to that effect is requested. 

If any fees are due, the Commissioner is authorized to charge said fees to 



Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5500- 
89200/SJC. 



Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goetzel, P.C. 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-0398 

Phone: (512) 853-8800 

Date: October 30, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 




StepherfJ. Curran 
Reg. No. 50,664 
AGENT FOR APPLICANT(S) 
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